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{”‘" INTROQUCTION

§§3 During the past several years there has been a growing
‘ﬁ? concarn over the effectivensess of the Army’s relationship
ﬁS. with Congress. This concern has manifested itself in

??: numerous articles, both factually, as well as emotionally
§%, _ criented. It has been professed through a sense of

?k: frustration which is often apparent in thes present and future
g:; leadership of the Army. This frustration potentially bresds
é; a growing climate of mistrust. This climate if unaltered
'&‘ will further srode the relationship bsestwsen the Army and

g i Congress. The existence of such a relationship 1is clearly
gﬁ: detrimental to the Army and the Nation it serves.

gd To determineg if the relationship between the Army and-
%%1 Congress is damaged, information was collscted focusing on
%g the interface between the two institutlions. Information for
é; the study was drawn from sevsral sources. These sources

.\,; included interviews with a wide spectrum of mid - to high -
?§§ level professionals associated with Congress and the

};“ military. In general, the information, 1including the results
?55 of the interviews, indicates that the relationship between
3;3 the Army and Congress can bs improved. This paper will

!;b analyze soms of the factors which have a negative impact on
f: the Army's legislative program. The results of the snalusis
,'3 will identify challenges which can be addressed through

%ﬂ specific programs designed to improve the relationship

ﬁ}: between two of America’s oldest and most fundamental

E:' institutions.
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-HISTORICAL OUERVUIEW

The relationship between Congress and the Army is ons
cf' the oldest in the American heritage. During the birth of
our Nation the Army was totally and directly dependent upon
the Continental Congress {for legitimacy and resources. This
association bred a legacy of mutusl dependence between the
uniformed force and the elected civilian leadership it
def'ended. The relationship which was born during the

Revolution was solidified into law as the Nation adopted its

fformal Constitution. In framing the Constitution, Congress
Jealously reserved the right to railse and resocurce the Armed
Farces leaving the Chief Executive toc act as Commander - in -
Chief. Article I, Ssction 8 of the Constitution states;

i "The Congress shall have Power to .. provide

' ffor the common defense, raise and support

Armies, make rules for the Government and
Regulation of the land and naval Forces,

n exercise authority over the purchase and
ip erection of Forts, Magazines, Arsenals,
' dock-Yards, and other needful Bulildings." (1)
k)
“ Ouring the Eilghteenth and Nineteenth Centuries, the Congress
L)
} and the military dealt directly with each other in resource
’
;, matters. As The Unlited States entered the Twentieth Century,
e
: however, the complexities of the modern world aoverextended
L)
5 the existing process. By the Nineteen Sixties, Congressional
‘, leaders reslized that the resource allocation system was out
e
- of control and needed reform.
In 1974, Congress attempted to bring the system back
»
)
) into balance by enacting landmark legislation targeted at
E 2
q
)
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changing the Congressional Budget Process. The thrust..of the

Congressional Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 1974,
forced Congress to consider the total resource requirement as
it relsated to revenues and the debt structure. Through
consideration of the budget as a total package, Congress can
prioritize expenditures thus creating a blue print far the
resourcing of the Federal Government. (2)

In America, the military must compete equally with all
other national priorities for resources. The competition for
these resources centers around the Congress and the
individuals who form and service that body. Since 1776, the
number of claimants on our national resources has mushroomed
with each holding a real and special need for funds. Each
claimant is supported by an advocacy group with a fundamental
stake in the level of funding recelved. It is the uwltimate
responsibility of Congress to resource these competing
demands appropriately in concert with the established
national priorities. It is within this process that the Army
suffers in comparison to its sister services and other
government agenciss.

It is in the process of presenting and defending its
orograms that Capitol Hill obssrvers fault thes Army. There
is a clear perceptlon that not 3all of the Army’s senior
leadership is totally familiar with the impartancs or
relationshlp of critical actors within the Congressional
process. The Army 1s accused of being politically naive and

3
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inconsistent, possessing an undefined direction, and lacking

agreed upon priorities. Some Congressional staff members

indicated that the Army, through its inability to operate

- e e - —y ‘
Y X Y AN ale e e m w e

effectively within the system, has developed a sympathy lobby
K of defense advocates. In contrast to thnese problems, these

K same staff members concede that the Army’'s legislative
liaison staffs are consistently the most responsive,

$ straightforward, and knowledgeable on Capitol Hill. (3}

a0

KEY PLAYERS

wiul

- v

In a3 major news magazine’s recent cover story, it was

stated that the successful American leader of the Twenty -
First Centurd must posssass four important qQualities. One of
» the critical attributes for success was the ability to
understand and deal in the political arena. (4) If the Army

a is to be successful in achieving its legislative goals and

resourcing its programs, then Army leaders must be skilled
and comfgrtable in working with Congrass. The data collected

from Congressional staff members indicates that soms senior

s [
A Xian Ve aw

Army officials do not fully appreciate the importance of the

key decision makers within Congress, nor understand thelr

influence on policy and resourcing issues. (9) To gainr
insights into this area, it is necessary to examine the

characteristics and the impact of certain key players on the

PR S )

Congressional decision making process.
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-CONGRESSIAONAL MEMBERS
To gain a clearer understanding aof the Congressional
decision making process, is necessary to examine the key
players and the factors which motivate their actions.
The Constitution specified that the psople of the uUnitsad
States would be represented by 3 legislature composed of a
House of Representatives elscted every two years and a Senate
elected svery six years. This forum has grown into a body of
100 Senstors, 435 Representgtives, 4 Delegates and 1
Commissioner reprasenting their constituencies at the
National level. (&) The phrase “representing their
constituencies” is keay. The Congressional member 1is the
volce which presents and defends the local electaorate’s
desires on naticnal issues. There is no question that a3
Congressman’s first priority is re-election and there is
nothing wrong with this motivation. This process 1ls the
basis of our republican form of government. An slected
representative owes his or her Job and allegliance to the
electorsate. As such, a member must be cognizant of the
electorate’'s desires and needs at the national level.
This desire to serve the electorats is known as political
self-intersst and 1t 1s the greatest factor influencing ths
decision making process. Mr. W. H. Helmerich III, the CEQ of
one of Amerlica’'s largest Holding Companies, captured the
importance of self-interest best although somewhat cynically

when he stated:
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" Political self-interest so totally daminates every
action in Washington that responsible choices become
impossible. Short termed political posturing paralyzes
any long term successful plarning... Our elective process
incsures that foremost in the minds of anyone in Ccnhgress
is re-election. Everyone serving thare honestly believes
that his or her continuation is to the Nation's best
interest. It Justifies compromising on svery major issue
so that no important constituency is offended. (7)

The interests of the local constituencles are especislly
evident in Congressional budget activities. The outcome of
the budget process 1s closely watched and reported with each
member letting his supportsrs know what he or she has done
for them, Items in the local press, such a8s an article
appearing in The Harrisburg Patriot - News, apprise local
residents of the dollar value and contracts awardsd to area
firms. The article reported that:

" Defense contracts for the BMY Company, a York-
area division of Harco Corporation will yisld
over 94.8 million dollars in the coming year....

Congressmen throughout the central region
nelped assures the mongy would be there.” (8)
The relationship between a member and his or her supporting
constituency is paramount in all Congressional dscisions. It
is the constituency that facilitates the continued employment
of every Congressional member, regardless of seniority,
ideology, or reputation.
Given thse importance of constituency support, there
are times when it 1s difficult for officials to support
certain issues. The Congressional msmber who may be an
issue’s greatest advocate is of little value if he or she can

not be re-elected. There are times when the Aarmy’s greatest

6
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advocate will not be abls to support a particular program.
Tris doesn’'t mean that the member has withdrawn his support
for the Army. It does mean, howevsr, that on this specific
issue other competing interests have a higher priority.

Congress reaches decisions through 3 consensus process
which maximizes winners and minimizes losers. A perfect
Congressional decision has all parties winning something.
Members avoid circumstances which rsquire them to make a
final decision. There is a prize for those that withdraw
to wage thelr fight another day rather than risk everything
in 3 winner - take - all contest. The consensus process is
neither aefficient nor economical but it is the framework
within which Congressional decisions are made.

The currency of the Congressional decision making
process is votes. Uotes are counted and sought by many
different means. Rlthough each Congressman’s singular vote is
important, his or her vote grows in significance through the
member’s ability to influsnce others. In pushing an 1issue
within Congress, it is important not only to gather

supporters, but to gather supporters who can assist in

generating the votes reguired to win.

The Delegates to the Constitutional Convention possessed
a wealth of military experience. In excess of seventy - fiuvse
percent of the Founding Fathers fought in the Revolutlionary
War and were famillar with defense issues. The level of

military experience in the 100t.h Congress, however, is far
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less. Since 1272, the number of members who have military

sarvice has steadily, with one minor perturbation, decreased.
Paralleling this decrease in military service is 3 decrease
in the Congraessional members® average age. (9) Further, the
cccupational background of the Congressional membership is
becoming less representative of the general population.
Statistics indicate that an increasing number of members are
coming from professions which have minimal contact with the
military. (10) This doesn’'t mean these individuals do not
support defense or the Army. It does mean, however, that the
majority of ths members lack personal experisnce in military
related matters.

There is one other, often repugnant factor which must be
considered in dealings with Congress. Certein msmbers of
Congress, occaslonally strike out against an Administratlion
program, regardless of party affiliation. Such an outburst
1s often a ploy to keep a member’s name or ideology before
the local constituency or to increase the member's national
stature. Author Tom Clancy l1llustrated this point in a
recent article when he pointed out:

Rs much as the political left claims to desire an
effective military, it invariably shrinks from
acknowledging that we might actually have one.
Wnipping ~-boys are hard to come by, especlally the
kind required by oath to respect public officials.”
(11)

There are issues which are gensrated to make press headlines
or television news. It can be expected that such 1lssues,

8
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projects, or programs and ths offlcials repressenting them are
quing to be exposed to what many would call “cheap shots”.
The attacks must be taken seriously, however, as thsy can
erode a program’s long term support. In summary,
Congressionral members are primarily motivated by Job related
self - interest. They make decisions through the consensus
process seeking the best possible compromise using their
votes 388 currsency. The majority of the Congressional members
are young and have little militasry experience. Further,
members of Congress will use indlvlduals or issues for
political self-intesrest. Rlthough these factors are not
universal, they are considerations which effect esvery member
in our Congress. The organizational rules and norms that
govern the behavior and ethics of Congress are not wrong, but
they are different from those inculcated in the professiconal
military. The key to success is in understanding and taking
advantage of these factors when dealing with any
Congressional issue.
-~CONGRESSTONAL STAFF MEMBERS

In todays complex society, it would be impossible for a
member oOf Congress to function as a representative of his
constituency without assistance. In answer to this need,
Congressional staffs and support agenciles were created.
Qver the past thirty years the number of people serving the
Congress has grown to a force of over 27,000 personnel. (12)

Congressional staff members must be understood as they play s

S
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vital role in the decision making process. Rlthough there ars
sgveral different types of Congressional Staff membersu
engaged in seversal different activities, I will only address
two major groups. These are the leglislative aides on 3
Congressman’s personal staff, and the professional committee
statf members.

The term “persgnal staff member" refers to those
individuals who work directly for each Congressional member.
Personal staff members are fiercely loyal to their bosses
upon whom they directly depend for their livelihood and
reputation. As such, they consider their members’® continued
service in the Congress as their highest priority. As a3
group they have been described as "bright, energetic, and
eager to do good.* (13) They are well educated, young, often
female, and rarsly have any military experience. (14)
Perscnal staff members are subdivided based upon their
function and location. Rpproximately half of each member’'s

staff work and live in ths home district or state. Their

major duties include constituent services, fund raising,

:ﬁ following local 1ssues and re-election activities. The

‘:g remainder of the staff supports the member in Washington.
,:f A portion of each member’s Washington staff functions as
:Eﬁ legislative experts who track and deal specifically wlth

Eié maJjor substantive 1lssues. These issues usually parallel the
SN

member’s committee and subcommittee assignments, although
they often include an unrelated item which is of special

i0
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significance to his or her constituency. The growth of these

o y
(W)
§$~ legislative experts has 1n the words of a former staff
)
]
-', 4_ member:
'
C) " multiplied the contact points for peddlers of

b influencs.... and in some cases complicated the
Yﬁ workings of Congress to the point wherse the
;Vﬂ institution has become insffectual.” (195)
R
?j” Regardless of this charge, the legislative staff members have
ﬁ*‘ greatly expanded a Congressman’s ability to follow more
R
!..
x’ issues. Staff members stay current on major issues gnd advise
)..ﬁ
mg their bosses on the specifics of key programs. They are
®
; ; without question, key points of influence and must be
A
0%
’i: considered in any successful legislative strategy.

5
ﬂ& Professional committee staff members are significantly
L .
LY
)“ differsnt from personal staffers. A committee staff member’s

frhs

loyalty is directly to the leadership of the committse he or

Fg

o

she serves and to the Staff Director who is the pivotal
personality in all committee staff relationships.

Professlional staff members are hired and respected for their

3

gﬁf expertise rather than for their politicsl loysalties. This is
;:f in direct oppasition to the personal staff member whose

:ig employment is based primarily upon loyalty to his

:fﬁ Congressional member.

:; Professional staffers are usually older, very well

Egv educated, possess extensive experience in their field, have
E&& numerous contacts throughout the government and private

‘gk sgctor, have been in their positions a number of years, and
%ﬁ: maintain a greater sense of Job security than their

e'!l v 11
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counterparts on the personal staffs. They are experts on the

programs thsy work and have often followed these program
since their conception. They are the individuals who put
"pen to paper " when bills are "marked" and, as such, have a3
great deal of informal power. Committee staff members are
individuals whe can seriocusly impact the success or failure
of a program or project. In most cases, they are issue
orlented and, aslthough concerned with the politics of 3
particular program, base the maJjority of their Jjudgements on
the relative worth of an issue. (16)

The power of the professional staff member has increased
with the growth of the subcommittee system. The
proliferation of subcommittess has distributed power
throughout more centers and made it more difficult to achieve
a8 consensus. This refarm has limited the control that
powerful committee chalrmen hold over functional issues.

The diffusion of the power base has necessitated the

consideration of more individual opinions in achieving a
majcrity. (17) As such, the subcommittee, and its individual
members have become more powerful in the decislon making
process. Bimultaneously with thils decentralized shift of
powsr, the professional staff members who service the
subcommittees and their membership have expanded in number
and importance.

All of these changes have combined to glve the
profaessional staff member a power which often esxcseds his or

12
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her fformal position. It is within the ranks of the

professional staff member that one finds the greatest
advocate and most recalcitrant critic, often embodied in the
same person. As a group, Professinnal staffer members are
often key to the success or failure of programs and must be
deliberztely courted when working issues within the system.
-LaBBYISTS

It is generally accepted in Washington DD.C. that
professional lobbyists play a major role in influencing the
Congressional decisiocn making process. The modern lobbyists
are bright, aggressive, know the issues, and are often
considered exparts in their field. Defense lobbyists are
usually well seducated, middle - aged, and often prior service
memberé or military retirees with experience in the
Washington, D.C. arena. Many lobbylists have extensive
backgrounds including experience in dealing with defense
issues in Congress. (18)

The common denomlinator which underlies the operations of
all successful lobbyists is the political self - interest of
the Congressional members in their bids for re-elsction.
Lobbyists can assist in a Congressman’s re-election effort
through two methods. They can either supply votes directly
through a constiltuency organization or they can provide legal
campaign contributions which a member can convert into votes.
If a lobbyist can do both, then his or her congressional
access and influence is greatly increased.

13
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;;ﬁ Defense lobbylsts rely mainly on campaign contributions
"(

g g and support for access to members and their staffs. These

»

g_? lobbyists usually represent contractors who convert defense
')

jE\ programs into local Jjobs through military related production
s'l. N

Q}\ or serwvices. Although this activity may create a local

l":

G

{«l"lI constituency over time, such groups are not usually well

P ) organized nor recognized as the key voting Bbloc in tight

1 3]

8, -\'s-

,?*‘ elections. These labbyists are highly important, howsver, as
el

e

9"~ they can clearly articulsates in economic and political terms,
L

'i; the impact and worth of a defense issue to a Congressman ot
-‘_‘.h,}

tﬁ; Senator. (19) As such, defense lobbyists are often critical

b

in helping the military achieve its desired goals. Therefore

- e o

e

the activities and interests of the defense lobbylsts should

D
¥

support and be coordinated with service programs.

72

There was general agreement amongst the interviewed

Eék def'ense contractors, Congressional staff members, and Army
lZﬁ liaison personngl that the integration of lobbyist activities
ski into the leglslative strategy was an area where the Army was
£§5 less aeffectlive than the other Services. In general, those
&': interviewed gave the Rir Force and Navy higher marks for
tj; including their primary contractors and support organizations
N in the services’ leglslative game plans. Further, there was
AT
.:?: a general consensus that the Army must work harder at

N
Pt recognizing the role played by defense lobbyists in the
fﬂ% Congressional decision making process. (20)
fNN{ There are a few lobbyist organizations which have
Lo
A 14
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neither specific electorate support nor campaign funds.

These organizatiaons exist through their representation of a
percelved constituency with a legitimate need. The
Rssociation of the United States Army (AUSA) falls into this
category. RUSA is a large passive organization with no
centralized constituency. Its purposs 1s to represent the
soldiers on critical issues, working in areas where active
duty personnel can not participate because of protocol or
federal law. AJSA operates by ldentifying, researching, and
publishing excellent papers or letters on critical Army
issues which are transmitted to Congress. It 1s acknowledged
that although thasse papers are excellent, few Congressional
members have time to read them. The fact that these papers
argn’'t widely read by Congressional members diminlishes AUSAR’s
influence as a lobbylist organization. (21) The Army needs
the contlinued support of AUSA to assist it in critical areas
where uniformed presence is inappropriate. AUSA, however,
must take a more active role in marketing its opinions if it
is to attract more Congressional attention.
-ARMY LEBISLATIVE LIAISON

The Army’'s primeary interface with Congress on all but
Corps of Engineer metters 1s centered in two specific
organizations. These are the 0ffice of the Chief of
Legislative Liaison under the Secretary of the ARrmy and the
Budget Liaison Oivision of the Central Budget 0ffice under
the office of the Assistant Secretary for Financisl

15
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AN Management. Although the ties between Congress and the Army
Q:'l

]

?\2 predate the Revolutionary War, a formal liaison effort wasn’*
L™

ég_ officially established untlil 1342 under the enlightened

)

W leadership of Army Chief of 8taff, General George C.

L%

; Marshall. Originally the 0ffice of Congressional Liaison

Cn )

U

au- was the Army’s exclusive agent to Congress. The
(
% N ARppropriations Committees, however, felt thsy needed a

Iy .

Qe

) .

szﬂ special relationship with the Army personnel who dealt with
o

oy

t appropriated funds. The House and Senate RAppropriations

[ J

7 o Committees wrote their dessires into Law in 1944, thus forcing
o

e the creation of a separate liaison section in what is now the
Mot

o Office of the Agssistant Secretary for Finsncial Management.

-

3

The legislative language specifically directed that a

P

separate lialson organization be maintained to deal only with

3‘4.
I
<

2& appropriations matters and have no direct linkage to the

%&v Office of Legislative Lisison.

jgi; The Congressionally mandated separation between the

Lh“ authorization and appropriations liaison efforts inherently

:gﬁ causes problems. The loss of continulty between the two

sﬁﬁ efforts 1s exacerbated by ths large number of programs the

Qg ARrmy deals with. The Appropriations Committees consistently

%%j fund defense at a lower level than the Armed Serwvices

E:§£ Committees authorize. Further, because the members of each

;‘4; committee have their own agendas, the legislation produced

: contalns 1ssues that appear unrelated or even in direct

?g: conflict. Although the mandated separation causes duplication
{
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and inefficlency, Congress, and specifically the
Appropriations Committees, are very comfortable with the
separation.

The Army’s lagislative lialson personnel are expected to
be experts 1n the activitiss of Congress, understand its
members, and seek out areas where interface is necessary and
advantageous. Liaison officers, however, do not set Army
policy, speak for the leadership, or lobby. The success of
several Army programs, however, 1is largely dependent on the
effectiveness of these llalson personnsl. They are staff
experts who facllitate frank and honest sxchanges of
information between two systems which are incompatibple but
rely on upon each other for support.

It is often implied that if the Army is not doing well
on Capitol Hill, it is directly the fault of the liaison
effort. Lialson staffs, howsever, are similar to any other
organization in that they psrform at a level commensurate
with their resources and suppaort. Professional staff members

interviewed in connection with this study, generally agreed

that af the agenciss working with Congress, the Army llaison

staff 1s excellent. (22) j
7o galn the individual experience and proficiency

requlred to perform liaison duties effectively takes time.

Because Congressional liaison activities are built on

experisnce and trusted pesrsonal contacts, Congressional

interface is a field in which longevity or repeated tours are
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;-ﬂ desirable. Unfortunately, such an assignment pattern may be
9y
‘vﬁ detrimental to an officer's career under the new requirements
L
4 "
é;f of Title IV, of the Goldwater ~ Nichols Act. In many cases,
\
@mf the altered career pattern caused by extended service in
"I‘ 'l
,3¥ legislative activities 1is responsible for some personnel
Ao
xi" retiring from Army liaison. The problem of career
f
} -5 advancement for those who work with liaison activities must
Naly)
méb be addressed if the Army is to maintain its edge in this
‘.ﬁ‘. )
&§‘ critical ares.
®
o WHAT IS EXPECTED OF IHE ARMY QN CAPITOL HILL
,oe
W
'#&} Prior to summarizing the discussion of Congressional -
T
h)
! Army relationships, certain aspects of the Congressional
¥
S\ decision making process nged to be highlighted. As with the
wee
Y]
': " discussion on kegy Congressional players, this overview is not
l.' o
» -..
:) designed to be all inclusive nor 1s it intended toc be a road
o
?§ map of how a bill becomes law. It is designed to key on
Wiy
]
;xh those parts of the system where the Army must focus to
. improve its image and effectiveness.
e
WY
&N* -IHE ARMY BUNGBET - LHAT IHE ARMY QEFENQS
!
WS
‘“' What is the Army Budget? The Army Budget 1s in reality
vt
Y an internal working document and has no formal place in the
Tég President’s annual budget submission to Congress. The Army
(v
Wi
:*9 budget input is buillt through 3 sophisticated process
o,
T
anchored 1in the Plsnning, Programming, and Budgeting System
?‘i and represents a grouping of Army specific programs. These
Z::' 18
l,"
L
L\ ‘)‘
K, 1‘:

W
L\ - _— eI T T . . W LW W ) X x> K ) A A AL ~
B A S N A S P e TN - _ RN A ; :



'521:.

A\

I

R

)

5

( programs are translated into dgollar requests and submitted
"oy

g@ through the Oepartment of 0sefense for inclusion in the

1gk Administration’s annual budget. The Army Budget as such,

}% ceases to exist 3s an entituy when it is submitted to 0O00.

b

g{' ) Therefore, as the Army goes to Congress, it is in fact

%: ‘ def'ending the Army specific programs of the President’s

{h Jefense Budgset.

i:; The percentage of the President's Budget request for
Et% defense and subssequently for the Army, represents the

!: Administration's view of national defense priorities

.ég expressed 1in monetary terms, The defense budget, including
‘*E the Army’s portion is broken intoc seven spsecific

('¢ appropriation categories, with three additional

ng approprlations for the Reserve Components. (23) It is at the
?{j individual functional appropriation level whers the Army has
%3' the greatest leglislative impact on the Congressional decision
Lo

,:‘ making process. Resourcing decisions within Congress are
L:% made on specific items or programs rather than on an

D

.i 3aggregats. Thus the Armu’s focus in defending its programs
ﬁg‘ must not be on the aggregate, but rather on the Army specilfic
t, issues 1n each functional appropriation.

A

.' ~FUNCTIONA]l AREAQS

iﬁ Upon recelpt of the President’s Budget, Congress, with
:%g the exception of the Budget Committees, separates the

.‘d document by functions. The functions are distributed to the
| : authorizing committees who further divide them among their
™ 19
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"‘ subcommittees by major issues. The Army' s focus during this
JHES
: ja process 1s on the Senate and House Armed Service Committees.
[ o
A
{;g; It is the members of these committees who, over the years,
\' *.
N
’f{ have became experts and in some cases aduocates of defense
;ﬁé issues or policies.
o
.%“\ The members of the Armed Service Committees areg senior
N
N
( to their Congressional collsagues in both age and tenure.
;ﬁ These members tend to be fairly conservative, rsgardless of
‘hal)
-ﬁﬁ party affiliation, and mast have vested defense intsrests 1in
b
O
‘. their nome states or districts. With the exception of the
v
e:a Merchant Marine and Fisherlies Committee, very few
oo
K
’cﬁﬁ Congressional members sit on other major committees which
* ;\:
( - deal with international policy. Finally, 56 percent of the
g{: members have military service with combat experience in World
o
ol
,vi‘ War II, Korea, and UVUietnam. (24) The Committees are serviced
.':).\l
A
:)N by two of the most experienced and professional staffs in the
50N Congress.
-
A
,Ef Congress’® annual considsesration of defense lssues
s x'
:! commences with a series of formal posture hearings on the
ol -&'(
o
ﬁﬁ defense budget request. These hearings are traditionally
P
‘N
f#}{ initiated by the Secretary of Oefense and the Chairman of the
h ‘,1-"-
“ Joint Chlefs of Staff appearing as the key witnesses. They
[} ';‘
‘o0 are folloved in order by the Service Secretaries and Chiefs.
Lol
[,
&,
.t& The purpose of these hsarings is to provide 00D and the
[ \f‘.
v,
4 Services a chance to present their strategies, plans, and
}:ﬁ programs with supporting rational. These hearings allow the
‘- L}
fu
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;
( military leadership to outline their fundamental programs and
"
? ~eport on the success or shortfalls of previous actions.
%; Following the full committee hearing, the real work
¢
: begins 3s the subcommittees consider their portions of the
k def'ense budget request. As the subcommittees wade through
% the huge volume of material on which they must comment, the
) staff membhers focus on programs or issues which are new,
% reflect major changes, or are having trouble. In the House of

oo

Representatives, the number of issues challenged usually far

)

™)

< exceeds the number of 1ssues challenged in the Senate. This
K'e,

Q is due in part to the number of House Members interested in a

specific military issue 1in their district. Rithough the

a 2" »

Senate does not address as many 1issues, 1t has a tendency

s PN e

. to delve more deeply into specific programs. (295) The
v increased intersest in specific items or 1lssues has severely

slowed the legislative process. The increased interest by

individual mambers has also forced the Services to increase

-

| s &sX .

their legislative efforts as each issue ralsed, must be

addressed. This lsglslative effort involves time and energy

o

to educate individual members and their staff assistants.
This process 1s key, howsver, as several independent issues
can influence major programs through vote trading between
rank and file committee members. (26)

To prepare committes members and their staffs to deal

with specific programs and to provide general information on

ARl 10 A Al W N

important issues, the Services stand ready to assist Congresss

21
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;'i
N
f in any way that they can. Each Congressman’s staff works
i
aﬁi diligently to prepare questions and explanations of germane
"
By
sﬁ\ issues which will be important during the Congressional
J
)
,‘S sessian., To assist in this endeavor, the Services are often
)
A 3 invited to brief or discuss a3 particular issue with a member,
A
Sy his staff, or a member of the professional committee staff.
Uy
LAY
( In 3addition, the Services aggressively seek out opportunities
&ﬁ to focus on issues which are important to them. It is often
W
xﬂ within these closed forums that an issue 1is lost or won. In
B
ﬁ;’ responding to these Congressional interests, it is key to;
L 2%}
“*‘Z- 1) show immediate interest at the highsst level;
"-_‘.'p"
:%ﬁ 2) ensure consistency in the material presented;
N*‘I
AN
- 3) ensure that the material provided represents the
{
.,
" SERVICE position.
)'\q‘
&5 It is in these key areas that the research indicated the Army
1SN
)
has some problems. These specific shortfalls will be
2
Q&.I
Q& highlighted individually in subsequent paragraphs.
'ﬁﬁ
A
\’l
o0y IHE ARMY ON IHE CAPITOL HILL
{
W Biven the Congressional expsctations pertaining to
) s
*I
:ﬁ advice and information on military affairs, let us see how
"\."‘
lf:’ the Army mests that chgllengse.
o, -LERQERSHIP UISIBILITY
1‘::.
*:;-;I The Army 1s often criticized for being hesitant in
N
e
i:? providing high ranking officials to interact with key
o
A Congressional and staff members on critical military issues.
A
:ﬁﬁ A professianal staff member candidly stated that when a
g
1& 22
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problem arises with an Rir Force program, the ares comes
alive with Rir Force Flag 0Officers carrying a multimedia
briefing addressing the good points of the program in
guestion. Tha Army on the gther hand, will respond with 3
field grade offlcer who will honestly 3address the problem
without fanfare or emotion. (27) The reluctance of senior
Army officials to interact with Congress is partially
perception and partially fact. Interviews with Congressional
staff members and key Army lialson personnel revealed that
the Army has certain senior officlals who are very
comfortable at degling with legislative 1issues. (28) There
are several cases where the direct involvement of a senior
officer has turned a program around and msade it a success
(ie. The Chemical Oemilitarization Program)}. Liaison
personnel, however, also lndicated that as a group, senior
offlicers in the Army do not aggressively seek opportunities
to interface with Congressional members or thelr key staff
assistants. (29) Army spokssman such as COL. Braig Mac Nab
from Army Public Affalrs stated:
"I don't think we articulate ourselves very well to
Congress. There 1s a gresat reluctancs to play a3
political role. Perhaps 1t’s the belief professional
soldliers have that, deep down, it's inappropriate as
the custodians of force to get involved with
politics. Certalnly it would appear that the other
services are less reluctant, and I think we’'re
somewhat Jealous of that." (30)
Senior officials must aggressively look for more

opportunities, 1ncluding social events, to make their

23
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ﬁa‘ presence recognized and exert their influence. Further, the
|"|
‘ L]
a“n Army must educate its future leaders in the basics of working
!
UMY
&ﬂt within the established systems on both sides of the Potomac
]
}WF River. Representing the Army to Congress is an obligation of
u‘ )
&
ﬁa rank which must be recognhized and stressed if the Army is to
ool
)
Qu improve its image and intf'luence on Capitol Hill.
A ~CONSISTENCY
:i“ There is a Capitol Hill story that asks the guestion;
O
»&_ How long does 1t take the Army to change its mind? The
®
0 answer: About as long as it takes to cross the Potomac Riwver.

P

Sy
A PP

(31) ARlthough the story is an axaggeration, the Army has a

=
3

reputation for being incansistent in 1ts legislative

iy

;:ﬂ relatlonships. The Army's tendency to change its priorities
A0S
azx has been documented by several Congressional reporters
gy
:*y including James Kitfleld who stated:
.W) "Sources agree that the Army’s inability to put its goals
:\; into a neat capsule with a steady prescription hurts 1its
L}ﬂ chances in a congressional atmosphere where thousands of
'ﬁi issues compete for time and attention.* (32)
ey,

Intervisws with several Congressional staff members confirmed
LA
T§ that the Army has » reputation for changing its priorities
iif and programs on short notice. (33) There 1s clearly no
e
o absolute method to avoid occasional changes or priority
e "
ff{{ shifts and they should be expected within any dynamic suystem.
v
- The real source of the problem, however, appears to be the
o
o Army’s lack of a central theme such as the " Six Hundred Ship
S8
0:2 Navy * Several professional staff members observed that the
b\, 24
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Army is the weakest Service in defining a central theme and

relating its goals, objectives, anrd programs directly to it.
Congressional staff members specifically cited programs such
as DOivision 86, Corps 86, and the Army of Excellence, as
proarame which were difficult to follow or understand.
Further, these staff members indicated that even in Army
circles, clear and consistent definlitions of these programs
were sametimes difficult to find. (34)

The most cilted example of this problem is the dichotomy
between light and heavy forces advocates. The spirited
discussions over the requirements for and the smployment
options of these forces 1is healthy as long as it is kept
within the Army. It has however, aon occasion, been carrisd
into the Congreass gither inadvertently or by design when one
interest group percelved an advantage could be gained.

Mr. James Kitfield, a Congressional reporter noted:
"The Army talked for the longest tims about the need
for a big, fast vehicle to fight along side the M 1
Tank. Now we hear them say, 0K, now we need a new
light division with light weapons. And Congress 1is
still paying the bills for the heavy stuff. Thsese
maJjor swings become very confusing.* (39).

Although the other Services have major dichotomies, such as

tactical verse strategic air or surface verses submarine

warfare, they seem to keep their differences in - house and

rarely carry tnese discussions to Congress. Mr. Kitfield

quoctes a House Armed Services Committee source as saying:
"The Alr Force has its 40 or 45 tactical alr wings as a
well-articulated goal. The Navy wants 1ts 600 ships.

But the Army seems to lack the well-articulated goals

25
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L that the othaer Services have and that becomes a
er problem of perceptiaon on the Hill. It’'s especlially a
» problsm with how procuremant requests are viewed, and

that holds even more true when budgets are about to be
ot 136)

- 2ad -:m.".,;r '
 FEAOE

1-’.; L x .-.‘

It is clear that the Army must develop and promote a central

o

theme. More important, however, is the need for the

A
=

i leadership to insure that the entire Army addresses this

W theme and its supporting programs 1n a3 consistent manner.
s ~SERVICE SOLIOARITY |

Y

}g&e Total Army support for Army themes or programs should
:kf not be a major challenge, but interviews with staff members
J§§ indicate that it is. In the decision making process,

;;& specific priorities are often dependent upon the snuvironment
%§\ or constituency represented. The top priority for units .

gperating in the Pacific is obviously different from those

SrEEre

‘.-40'0'
-
[~ 7~

-

operating in Europe. The same applies to Congress. The top

priority for a Congressional member with a large urban

i

‘

?ﬁ electorate is clearly different than that of a member from a
;ﬁg large rural district. The problem for the Army is how to
s%N present several diverse needs with some degree of

ﬁ.: cohesliveness. Why does this problem plague the Army and not
s

s the other Services?

': 1 The decision making processes in the Navy and tnhe RAir
N ﬁ Force are designed to minimize the number of agenciss with
:?5 direct involvement in a specific program or ilssue. In the
NV Navy, the proponent for 8 community speaks narrowly as to
oWl

:,5 what is required for that community to accomplish its

" 26
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mission. In the Rir Force, each major command staffs its
critical issues through a management board at the highest
level with sverybody having representation in reaching a
corporate decision. Further, the Air Force has an executiuvs
communications system which ties Washington and the field
commands together on a near resal time basis. This
communications link is used to keep a3ll senior officials

updated on Air Force legislative issues thereby minlimizing

inconsistency. In both the Navy and the Air fForce, the
departmental staffs, perceive their primary mission as
acquiring resources for their respsective service.

The mission of the Army staff however is not as focused.
The Army decision process 1s fragmsnted involving several
diverse systems 3nd commands. Even when 38 declision is made,
members indicated that it is not unusual to get three or four
positions on the same issue from various sectors of the Army.
(37) These opinions are usually presented in good faith. The
of'ficials providing the opinions are usually confident that
they arse helping the Army cause as they see it. There 1is
often disagreement on how well a system or program is
progressing or on how important it 1is to Army. The
divergence of oplinions expressad by varlous factions of the
Army, causes legislators to question the real requirements
faor various Army activities or programs. Although this
inconsistency i1s often unintended, 1t is still harmful to the
programs involved and the Army as a whole. This
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inconsistency gives the impression that the Army is incapable

~

of running ar coardinating its programs. Mr. James Kitfield
best summarized the challenge when he stated: " The lack of a
steady path definitely undermines the Army on the Hill ... I
think the Army tries to do everything for everybody. Army
members salute and say, Yegssir, we'll get it dons." (38)

"

This " can do attitude often promotes inconsistency as
leaders accept suggestions or questions as missions. These
leaders often attempt to pursue these missions even if they
lack the resources or it 1s not in the Army’s long term

interest. It is this 1nconsistency more thon anything else,

that damages the Army’s credibility with Congress.

CONCLUSTONS AND RECOMMENOATTIONS

The purpose of this paper was to research sesveral
specific elements which 1lnflusnce the relationship between
the Army and Congress. The study focused on specific |
groups and their relatlonship within the decislon making
process. Drawing upon the information presented, there are
save~al general and speciflic conclusions which can be drawn
about the Army’s relationship with Congress.

—CONCI USTONE

1) The major motivating factor for all Congrsessional
members 1s political self-interest related to thelr re-
glection.
L 2) The Army must improve its image with Congress,
if it hopes to successfully influenrnce the Congressional
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‘:::,:' decision making process.

ﬁf‘ 3) The Army leadership must become more comfortable and

ﬁ?’ aggressive 1n dealing with Congress.

gé: 4) Qver sixty oercent of the Congressional members and

%&' an sven higher percentage gf the staff personnel have little

éﬂr personal military experisnce.

{ﬁﬁ S) The Army leadership must understand and appreciate
i

%{v the relationships between Congressional members and the

f: various individuals who serve them. These relationships

. S become more critical as members are forced to increasingly

‘2§ rely on the personal and professional staff members as well

{ Y 8s on autside experts for advice and information.

;x? 6) The Army lacks a degree of consistency and

'E§ continuity in its legislative program.

fi? 7) The Army’s lialson effort has an excellent

B reputation on Capitol Hill.

R

L —RECOMMENQATIONS

o

Y The following recommendations are based upon the

%;% informatlon provided and the conclusions drawn from several

‘S? related factors.

‘sﬁ 1) The Army must work harder at presenting and defending

AE; its legislative package to Congress in a clear and consistent

:Af fashion. The Army’s program with its supporting obJjectives

Er- must be clearly articulated, abided by, and most importantly

sﬁﬁ supportaed throughout tihie Army regardless of the effect on an

e

ingdividual command.
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2) The Army leadership must improve their understanding
of Cungress and how to influence the Congressional decision
making process. Army leaders must galn more practical
experience in dealing with Congress and must become more
aggressive in sharing their expertise and opinions on Army
related matters. The Army must improve its technique in
passing messages to Congress through the many official and
unofficial sources that exist on Capitol Hill. Finally, the
Army must work harder to orchestrate all of the available
resources to obtain the desired result.

3) The Army must seek opportunities to educate
Congressman and staff members an Armg lssues. The Army must
include every avenue availlable, to include lobbylsts, in
assisting in this educational process.

4) The Army must study and assess its legislative game
plan with the same sxactness it exhibits in its resource
programming. Every issue must be carefully evaluated

to ldentify who will gain or lgose from a glven decision.

Once the winning and loosing constituencies are identified,
strategles must be designed to deal with thsse groups in
reaching the Army's desired obJecéaaue.
" S5) The Army should adopt a communications system which
facilitates the raplid exchange of Congresslonal related data
b at the highest levels. A congressional information
communlcstions net would greatly assist in helping the Army
speak with one volce on critical issues. A study of the
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system the Air Forces uses may be a logical beginning In tnis

ares.

6) The Army should seek to exempt officers servicing in
legislative liaison positions from the Jjoint tour
requirements of Title IV of Goldwater - Nichols Act.
Legislative liaison requirements have become so0 key that they
aoften mean the difference bstween success or failure of
critical programs. RS such, liaison positions should be
filled with officers who have developed sexpertise in the
field through extended or repeated tours. 3

7) The Army must lnsure that once a corporate decision
is reached, it 1s consistently articulated and supported by
all members of the 8rmy team. Although this problem may be
solved in several ways, there must be a renswed emphasis on
using many voices to tell the single Army story.

8) The realignment of lialson duties should be studied
to ensure that the fullest value is being galned from the
resources avallable. The flow of information betwsen the
lialson teams who work the Authorization and Appropriation
Committees must be improved and standardized. Although such
efforts must be closely scrutinized to ensure that
Congressional intent is not violated, a more cohasive
legislative strategy may be possible through a closer

exchange of information.
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SUMMARY

The United States was founded upon the princip.s that
peopls have the right to governmental self-detsrmination.

The interdependance between the Army and the Congress which
was forged on the Revolutionary War battlefields and
solidified into law by the Constitution, established ths
teginnings of a relationship which is as necessary today as
it was over twa centuries ago. It is a relationship dynamic
in nature and fundamental to cur American socisty. To ensure
that this relationshilip is as productive as possible, the Army
leadsrship must continually examine its interface with
Congreaess.

Rrmy leadership must ansure that they are: responding to
Congressinonal intent and guestions promptly; being consistent
in legislative policles and raquirsments; and presenting a
coheslive program to Congress. Current and future leaders of
the Army must understand Congress and its decision making
process including all of the formal and informal channels
avallable. It 1s through an improved understanding of the
Congressional decision making procass that the Army
leadership will have marse influence on key Congressional
decisions. Further, through an increassed understanding of
each others needs, the leadership of both Congress and the
Army will strengthen the relationship between the two bodies.
The product of this 1improved relatlionship will be a bstter
Army and a stronger Amarica.
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